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. WyAmongthe many items of useful in- 
i-formation in the now-banned secret 
: 'Army report on Vietnam, . this fact 
1. emerges: The _ intelligence services 
were a great deal more right than the 
little clique around President Johnson 
who weighed — and disregarded — 
their information. The fact should be 
duly recorded in all fairness, since in- 
telligence --- Army, Navy and CIA — 
has been criticized long and often for 
real or presumed bloopers in Vietnam. 

There was, for example, the period 
hi early 1964 when the administration 
became convinced that the Viet Cong 
was the creature of the Hanoi govern- 
i meat. Its conclusion was that by 
• bombing North Vietnam, it could slop 
the guerrillas in the South. 

Intelligence countered that the Viet ■ 
Cong was basically an indigenous ' 
movement and could not be strongly j 
affected by punishing North Vietnam. ' 
President Johnson and most of his key ’ 
advisers rejected the intelligence ad- j 
!vice, and proceeded with plans to “un- ! 
dermine” the Viet Cong by bombing.; 
North Vietnam. \ j 

The CIA was also early in rejecting ‘ 
the domino theory, contending that the . 
fall of South Vietnam would not lead 
to the fall of other nations in the area ; 
(with the possible exception of Cam- ; 
bodia) and an inexorable spread , of ! 
communism. Again, the President and ’ 
his advisers disregarded the in- ; 
telligence estimates and clung to the j 
.theory that they were fighting a. war j 
to prevent the Chinese takeover of the j 
whole subcontinent. j 1 



- v ; 

“The American intelligence commu- 
nity,” says the report,' “repeatedly , 
provided the policymakers with what 
proved to be accurate warnings that 
desired goals were either unattainable 
or likely to provoke costly reactions 
from the enemy,” but the policymak- 
ers went on serenely overruling the 
CIA and other intelligence services. ; 

Objective analysis is the business of | 
intelligence, and it must have been ; 
disillusioning to the professionals to :. 
find their best efforts constantly 
spurned by the highly placed ama- 
teurs in the White House. The report 
should drive home the lesson that : 
wishful thinking is a poor foundation 
on which to build national policy. 
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Second in a series ' 

By Murrey Mardqr 

^Washington Post Stuff Writer 
Administration : Through 'the 1965-1908 'pe- 
riod, the most uncompromis- 
ing U.S. planners insisted 
that the enemy would inter- 
pret the pauses in the bomb- 
ing as a sign of American 


Johnson 
strategists had almost no ex- 
opectation that the many 
pauses in the bombing of 
North. Vietnam between 


; 1965 and 1968 would produce ; softness, the report states, 
peace talks but believed ■ 

■ they would help placate do- ' 

• , mcstic and world opinion, ! 

according to the Defense ’ 

Department’s study of those 
i war years. 

The Pentagon study dis- 
• closes that some strategists . 

■ planned to use unproductive 
; .bombing pauses as a juslifi- 

cation for escalating the 
! war. This idea was first out- 
f'lined privately by U.S. offi- 
[ cials soon afleiutho bombing 

of' flic i, me: 


of the North began in 1965. 

■ These planners regarded the 
lulls' in bombing as a 
i “ratchet” to reduce tension 
and then intensify it, to pro- 
i duce “one more turn of the' 
Screw” in order to “crack 


Consequently, the failure of 
the Communist side to make 
a conciliatory response to 
each bombing lull was used 
as an argument for escalat- 
ing U.S. involvement, either 
in the air over North Viet- 
nam, or on the ground- in 
South Vietnam, and usually 
both. 

President Johnson was 
often caught in the cross- 
fire between the hawks and 
doves over this issue, as be 
often protested in private. 

The Pentagon review also 
throws significant new light 
on the public controversy of 
recent years about who was 
primarily responsible for 
urging the President to 
order the partial bombing 


the enemy’s resistance to ne-i halt of March 31, 1968, to 
gotiations,” the, report, halt U.S. escalation, and to 
; states. v • : start negotiations. _ ■ _ 

Throughout these years 1 ' ,: _ , _ 

. American ’officials regarded: former Defense Secretaiy 
- their terms for peace as vir- Clark M. Clifford was ] 
/.tually _ irreconcilable with lauded by his supporters as 
conditions offered by North adviser who led what' 


.Vietnam, and the Vietcong. 
They recognized that the 
terms for peace talks would 
have to be eased before ne- 
gotiations could even begin. 
'..-The United States eventu- 
ally relaxed its terms on 
March 31, 1963. The occasion 
was President Johnson’s 
dramatic television an- 
nouncement that he would 
not run for re-election. At 
the same time he also an- 
nounced an indefinite halt 
: to some of the bombing and 
' Hanoi, to . the surprise of 
most U.S. experts, agreed to . 
start preliminary talks. 


came to be called the "strug- 
gle for the mind of the Pres- 1 
,. ident.” President Johnson 
; on Feb. 6, 1970, publicly la- 
beled that claim “totally in- 
accurate.” President John- 
son ridiculed the claim that 
, there was any struggle for 
his mind and said that in- 

■ stead it was his most con-tin- 
ually loyal lieutenant, Secre- 
tary of State Dean Rusk— and 
not Clifford — wiio first sug- 
gested the partial bomb halt 
on March 5 or 6, 1968 and 
that Mr. Johnson immedi- 
ately 'instructed him to “get 


The newly disclosed Pen- A Stale ‘Department advl- 
tagon study— which is ad- sory cable later in March to 

'mittedly incomplete, espe- a '* U.S. embassies abroad, 

: . „ TT , cited in the Pentagon study, 

cially on V hite House and j n part said precisely that:' 
-State Department activities « . , . y 0 u should make 
—presents information that clear that Hanoi is most 
shows a far more complex' Hkely to denounce the (par- 



background for the Presi-. 
: dent’s critical March 31 deci- 
sion than either party to the 
continuing public debate has 
-offered so far. 

The new documentation 
asserts, in part, that the idea 
of a bombing limitation was 
aired inside the Johnson Ad- 
ministration at least as early 
as 1966 by Robert S. Mc- 
Namara, then Defense Sec- 
retary, and explored by As- 
sistant Secretary John Me-. 
Naughton, According to this 
account, it was Under Secre- 
tary of State Nicholas deB. 
Kalzenbach in May, 1987, 
who first specifically pro- 
posed a “territorially lim- 
ited" bomb halt” which is 
what finally was put into ef- 
fect at the 20th Parallel of 
North Vietnam. 

. This study also confirms, 
however, that in early 
March, 1968, it was Rusk, as 
President Johnson said, 
rather than Clifford, who 
proposed the partial bomb- 
ing halt to the President at 
that time. 

But the new documenta- 
tion also Indicates that 
Rusk’s objectives may have 
differed from Clifford’s. 
Clifford, a “hawk” who sud- 
denly turned “dove” soon 
after — but not immediately, 
after — he replaced Mc- 
Namara as Defense Secre- 
tary on March 1, 1968, be- 
came convinced, as he later 
wrote, “that the military 
course we were pursuing 
.was not only endless, but 
hopeless.” - 

Clifford’s goal was to. 
change the course of the 
■war. Rusk’s fundamental 
commitment to achieving 
the original goals of the war 
was unchanged. - 

U.S. intelligence had 
pointed out that the weather 
for bombing over the North 
was turning bad, and “It is 
not until May that more 
than four good bombing 
days per month can be an-, 
ticipated.” The prevailing 


tial bomb halt and the 
■companying offer to Hanoi 
to ‘not. take advantage’ of it) 
project and thus free our 
hand after a short period . . 

. “In view of weather limi- 
tations, bombing north of 
the 2,0th Parallel will in any 
event be limited at least for 
the next four 'weeks or so — 
which we tentatively envis- 
age as a maximum testing 
period in any event. Hence, 
we are not giving - up any- 
thing really serious in this 
time frame.” 

“Moreover,” the message ' 
to U.S. ambassadors contin- 
ued, “air power now being 
used north of 20th can prob- 
ably be used in Laos (where 
no policy change planned) 
and. in SVN.” (South Viet 
nam). i 

“Insofar as our announce-' 
ment foreshadows any possi- 
bility of a complete bombing 
stoppage, in the event Hanoi 
really exercises reciprocal 
restraints, we regard this as- 
unlikely. . .” ■ ! 

According to the study,; 
the initial paragraph of this'; 
previously unpublished ca-j 
blegram emphasized what; 
the United States had ex- 
pressed with each previous 
bombing pause, a priority on 
continuing U.S. “resolve” to 
pursue the war if necessary: 

“You should call atten- 
tion,” ambassadors were in-" 
structed initially, “to force 
increases that would be an- 
nounced at the same time” 
(as the partial bomb halt) 
“and would make clear our 
continuing resolve. Also our 
top priority to re-equipping 
ARVN (South Vietnamese) 
forces.” 

The message clearly did 
not anticipate the President's 
startling announcement at 
the end of his March 31 J 
speech, that he was talcing 
himself out of the 1968 elec- 
tion race in order to try to 


ac : STATINTL 


Ap p roved FwR| /04 

.swiftly. 


bring the war to an end and ; 
view, therefore, was that the unify the war-fractured na- 


ing “pause." 
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